the flouting of it was causing dissention among the employees
and undermining the authority of Sturdevant and Hartness. A
complicating factor, however, is the fact that Complainant was
authorized to leave the property to purchase supplies and he
did so regularly.  It is clearly established that he both
purchased supplies and took lunch time when he left on June 20.
The supervision in the plant was lax and erratic. Scott Hartness
was "at times vague" (Tr. 80) according to Sturdevant.
Complainant contends that his discharge was unfair and unreason-
able.  The fairness and reasonableness of discharging Complainant
under the circumstances is not an issue which I have authority to
resolve, however.  However unfair or unreasonable discharging
Complainant may have been, I conclude that the preponderance of
the evidence establishes that Complainant would have been dis-
charged for unprotected activity alone, namely violating the
company rule concerning the lunch hour and undermining employee
morale.  Therefore, no violation of section 105 (c) of the Act has
been established.

ORDER

Based upon the above findings of  fact and conclusions of
law,   the complaint and  this proceeding are DISMISSED for failure
to establish a violation of  section 105 (c)   of  the Act.

James A.  Broderick
J     Administrative Law Judge
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given  favorable  treatment because of personal  friendship with
